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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tlie fee set 
fortli in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
10/15/09 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 16 and 76 are objected to because of the following informalities: The 
claims refer to including comments for each comment, which seems like a recursive 
limitation that does not fit with the remainder of the claim wherein metadata identifies 
comments for portions of a television program. Appropriate correction or clarification is 
required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 16 and 76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stettner in view of McAnaney in view of Baryla. 

Referring to claim 16, Stettner discloses a method in a computing device of 
rendering portions of a television program (column 3, line 54 to column 4, line 8), the 
method comprising: 

receiving meta data corresponding to the television program (column 3, line 54 
to column 4, line 8; figure 1), wherein the meta data includes comments and for each 
comment (column 3, lines 15-23), an identification of a portion within the television 
program to which the comment applies (column 8, lines 49-51 ; column 9, lines 1 1 -1 8), 
the meta data having been provided by first viewers of the television program (column 
3, lines 15-23), the meta data being organized into sets of meta data for the television 
program (column 4, lines 54-57; figure 2, part 202); and 

receiving from the second viewer input search criteria relating to of the television 
program (column 9, lines 11-20); 

searching by the computing device the selected set of meta data to identify 
comments of the selected set of meta data that satisfies the input search criteria 
(column 9, lines 1 1-20); 
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for each identified comnnent, selecting portions tlie portion of tlie television 
program to which the identified comment applies as indicated by the received meta data 
(column 9, lines 11-20); and 

rendering to the second viewer the selected portions of the television program so 
that each second viewer can view different portions of the television program based on 
their input search criteria and the selected set of meta data provided by a first viewer of 
the television program that the second viewer is entitled to access (column 9, lines 11- 
20). 

Stettner does not disclose a method wherein the identification of a portion being 
an offset from a synchronization point after the beginning of the television program that 
serves as a common reference location for offsets among different versions of the 
television program, the synchronization point being specified by a broadcaster of the 
television program, 

providing access rights of a plurality of second viewers to the sets of meta data 
for the television program, some of the second viewers not being the broadcaster of the 
television program and not entitled to access all sets of the meta data; 

for each of the plurality of second viewers, selecting a set of meta data that the 
second viewer is entitled to access as indicated by provided access rights. 

In an analogous art, McAnaney teaches a method for providing access rights of a 
plurality of second viewers to the sets of meta data for the television program, some of 
the second viewers not being the broadcaster of the television program and not entitled 
to access all sets of the meta data; 
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for each of the plurality of second viewers, selecting a set of meta data that the 
second viewer is entitled to access as indicated by provided access rights (paragraph 
81). 

In an analogous art, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art 
to add the comnnent protecting taught by McAnaney to the comnnent method disclosed 
by Stettner. The motivation would have been to allow certain comments to be protected 
to allow some form of confidentiality to users who don't wish for their comments to be 
made public. 

Stettner and McAnaney do not disclose a method wherein the identification of a 
portion being an offset from a synchronization point after the beginning of the television 
program that serves as a common reference location for offsets among different 
versions of the television program, the synchronization point being specified by a 
broadcaster of the television program. 

In an analogous art, Baryla teaches a method wherein the identification of a 
portion being an offset from a synchronization point after the beginning of the television 
program that serves as a common reference location for offsets among different 
versions of the television program, the synchronization point being specified by a 
broadcaster of the television program (figure 2). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the comment frame number identifier taught by Baryla to the comment 
segment identifying disclosed by Stettner. The motivation would have enabled the 
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broadcaster to have a finer degree to identify wliere in tlie program tlie comment is 
identified witli, to allow for a more efficient comment searching by the second user. 
Claim 76 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 16. 

Claims 79 and 84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla as applied to claims 16 and 76 above, and further 
in view of Braitberg. 

Referring to claim 79, Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla do not disclose a method 
of claim 16 wherein the access rights are based on subscription fees paid by the second 
viewers. 

In an analogous art, Braitberg teaches a method of claim 16 wherein the access 
rights are based on subscription fees paid by the second viewers (column 9, lines 57- 
65). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the fee based commenting method taught by Braitberg to the method 
disclosed by Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla. The motivation would have been to allow 
the content provider to charge for celebrity comments, thereby adding a revenue stream 
for the content provider. 

Claim 84 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 79. 



Application/Control Number: 09/775,393 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2424 

Claims 80 and 85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla as applied to claims 16 and 76 above, and further 
in view of Srinivasan. 

Referring to claim 80, Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla do not disclose a method 
of claim 16 wherein the television program is received separately from the meta data. 

In an analogous art, Srinivasan teaches a method of claim 16 wherein the 
television program is received separately from the meta data (paragraph 239). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the separate metadata transmission taught by Srinivasan to the method 
disclosed by Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla. The motivation would have been to 
enable the comments to be sent prior to the television signal to reduce the possibility of 
delay. 

Claim 85 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 80. 

Claim 81 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stettner, 
McAnaney, and Baryla as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Hoffberg. 

Referring to claim 81, Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla do not disclose a method 
of claim 16 wherein one version of the television program is an initial broadcast of the 
television program and another version of the television program is a recorded version 
of the television program. 

In an analogous art, Hoffberg teaches a method of claim 16 wherein one version 
of the television program is an initial broadcast of the television program and another 
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version of tlie television program is a recorded version of tlie television program 
(column 64, lines 13-28). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the different versions taught by Hoffberg to the method disclosed by 
Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla. The motivation would have been to allow new 
commercials to be added into later versions of the programs to add additional revenue 
to the broadcast. 

Claim 82 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stettner, 
McAnaney, and Baryla as applied to claim 16 above, and further in viewof Okuno. 

Referring to claim 82, Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla do not disclose a method 
of claim 16 wherein different first viewers provide meta data based on viewing different 
versions of the television program. 

In an analogous art, Okuno teaches a method of claim 16 wherein different first 
viewers provide meta data based on viewing different versions of the television program 
(figure 1 , part 5). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the multiple versions commenting taught by Okuno to the method 
disclosed by Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla. The motivation would have been to allow 
for comments to be segmented into different groups depending on the days they are 
made, as outside events could influence the comments to be different. 
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Claim 83 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stettner, 
McAnaney, and Baryla as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Skillen. 

Referring to claim 83, Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla do not disclose a method 
of claim 16 wherein advertisements are inserted when rendering the selected portions. 

In an analogous art, Skillen teaches a method of claim 16 wherein 
advertisements are inserted when rendering the selected portions (column 4, lines 41- 
50). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the advertisement insertion taught by Skillen to the method disclosed by 
Stettner, McAnaney, and Baryla. The motivation would have been to subsidize the 
comment searching method with ads to lessen the cost that would be passed onto the 
user. 

Claim 86 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stettner, 
McAnaney, Baryla, and Srinivasan as applied to claim 85 above, and further in view of 
Hoffberg. 

Referring to claim 86, Stettner, McAnaney, Baryla, and Srinivasan do not 
disclose a computer-readable storage device of claim 85 wherein one version of the 
video is a first recording of the video and another version of the video is a second 
recording of the video. 
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In an analogous art, Hoffberg teaches a computer-readable storage device of 
claim 85 wherein one version of the video is a first recording of the video and another 
version of the video is a second recording of the video (column 64, lines 13-28). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the different versions taught by Hoffberg to the method disclosed by 
Stettner, McAnaney, Baryla, and Srinivasan. The motivation would have been to allow 
new commercials to be added into later versions of the programs to add additional 
revenue to the broadcast. 

Claim 87 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stettner, 
McAnaney, Baryla, Srinivasan, and Hoffberg as applied to claim 86 above, and further 
in view of Okuno. 

Referring to claim 87, Stettner, McAnaney, Baryla, Srinivasan, and Hoffberg do 
not disclose a computer-readable storage device of claim 86 wherein different first 
viewers provide meta data based on viewing different versions of the television 
program. 

In an analogous art, Okuno teaches a computer-readable storage device of claim 
86 wherein different first viewers provide meta data based on viewing different versions 
of the television program (figure 1, part 5). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the multiple versions commenting taught by Okuno to the method 
disclosed by Stettner, McAnaney, Baryla, Srinivasan, and Hoffberg. The motivation 
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would have been to allow for comnnents to be segmented into different groups 
depending on the days they are made, as outside events could influence the comments 
to be different. 

Claim 88 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stettner, 
McAnaney, Baryla, Srinivasan, Hoffberg, and Okuno as applied to claim 87 above, and 
further in view of Skillen. 

Referring to claim 88, Stettner, McAnaney, Baryla, Srinivasan, Hoffberg, and 
Okuno do not disclose a computer-readable storage device of claim 87 wherein 
advertisements are inserted when rendering the selected portions. 

In an analogous art, Skillen teaches a computer-readable storage device of claim 
87 wherein advertisements are inserted when rendering the selected portions (column 
4, lines 41-50). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the advertisement insertion taught by Skillen to the method disclosed by 
Stettner, McAnaney, Baryla, Srinivasan, Hoffberg, and Okuno. The motivation would 
have been to subsidize the comment searching method with ads to lessen the cost that 
would be passed onto the user. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning tliis comnnunication or earlier comnnunications from tlie 
examiner sliould be directed to Justin E. Sliepard wliose teleplione number is (571) 
272-5967. Tlie examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (571 ) 272-7331 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-5967. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Christopher Kelley/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 2424 

JS 



